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I. INTRODUCTION 

This is a breach of contract and tort action asserting that 

Advanced Auto Brokers, LLC dba CarMax Brokers ("Defendant") 

significantly misrepresented the condition of a 2007 Jeep Grand 

Cherokee which Plaintiff had purchased from Defendant. 

In March of 2012 Plaintiff purchased a vehicle (VIN# 

1 J8GR48K07C645301) on the eBay auction site, where it was 

offered by seller "carmaxbrokers". (Plaintiff would find later that 

they have no connection with the CarMax national franchise) 

Plaintiff flew to Philadelphia and examined the car to the best of his 

ability, and completed the purchase, and then began the drive 

home to Seattle. After twenty minutes on the road the vehicle 

manifested serious problems. (Complaint, 112.2 - 2.3, CP p. ~ ) 

Over the next six months Plaintiff made numerous and repeated 

attempts to resolve this with Yuri Konfederat, the owner of CarMax 

Brokers, to no avail. (Complaint, 112.4 & 3.2, CP p. I.f) Plaintiff is 

unable to register the vehicle with the State and license it, owing to 

the emissions faults and other problems. 
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II. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

A. It was error for the trial court to deny Plaintiff's 

Motion for Default .Judgment 

The Summons and Complaint in this matter was served in 

person on an officer of Defendant, by the Sheriff of Philadelphia 

and attested on December 29,2012. Thus notice of this action was 

properly made on Defendant under RCW 4.28.180, which provides, 

"The summons upon the party out of the state shall contain the 

same and be served in like manner as personal summons within 

the state, except it shall requite the party to appear and answer 

within sixty days after such personal service out of the state." 

Defendants failed to appear or respond within the requisite 

60 days, a fact noted by the trial court on July 2, 2013 (Order on 

"Motion to Deem Admitted", 111 item (2), CP p. n)(Order on 

Second Motion to Deem Admitted, 113, CP p. '-I ?J, almost 7 

months after this action was filed. In response to Plaintiff's Motion 

for Default, the trial court denied on the grounds that there may be 

an issue of personal jurisdiction (Order Denying Motion for Default, 

CP p. 20), although this hadn't been formally raised by Defendant 
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and such a position appears to be in conflict with recent case law. 

As Defendants failed to respond to the trial court's repeated 

admonitions to appear for almost 9 months, and as RCW 4.28.185 

and recent case law supports Plaintiff's assertion of jurisdiction, 

Defendants were in fact in default, and repeatedly disregarded and 

rejected the trial court's multiple attempts to advise them. And a 

finding of default should have been made by the trial court if the 

interests of the parties are to be balanced. 

B. It was error for the trial court to deny Plaintiff's 

Motion to Deem Admitted and Second Motion to 

Deem Admitted 

CR 36(a) states, "Each matter of which an admission is 

requested shall be separately set forth. The matter is admitted 

unless, within 30 days after service of the request, or within such 

shorter or longer time as the court may allow, the party to whom the 

request is directed serves upon the party requesting the admission 

a written answer or objection addressed to the matter, signed by 

the party or by his attorney"... The trial court in this case gave 

Defendants three extensions, totaling 4 months, for Defendants to 
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respond to Plaintiff's Request for Admissions, and Defendants have 

in fact never responded to such discovery. Is it balancing the 

interests of the parties to grant effectively indefinite extensions for 

discovery? 

Such extensions and denial of Plaintiff's Motions to Deem 

Admitted have unfairly prejudiced Plaintiff's case, leading to its 

dismissal through Defendant's recalcitrance to discovery. Motions 

to deem admitted are commonly granted when requests for 

admissions are ignored, and this is the mechanism to ensure that 

discovery can be made. It was fatal to Plaintiff's case that the trial 

court denied his Motions. 

C. It was error for the trial court to deny Plaintiff's 

Motion for Relief for Corporate Party's Failure to 

Attend Deposition and for Costs 

Plaintiff had properly noticed Defendant of his CR 30(b)(6) 

deposition (Motion for Relief for Corporate Party's Failure to Attend ht 
ct.\:f<::RR. 5·.~----W 4;) ec.~ A 1 k1vt- \l..C +- ~l.~ I'G 

Deposition, Exhibit A, CP p. fJ ) but Defendant made no attempt to -4.[" o~\t.",~~ 
""'~lo~S , Rvc~ 

contact Plaintiff regarding such deposition , and failed to attend on c:~_J).o s .... ~,": \\toO 
-I-t> J\I~?~ 's 

the appointed date and time. When the noticed party fails to attend i.0.~Q.'J pty~ 
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it is common for the court to admonish or sanction the offending 

party in some manner, to include rescheduling, striking pleadings, 

and charging the unresponsive party costs which were incurred by 

the noticing party. 

In the instant case Plaintiff filed a Motion for Relief 

requesting such remedies (CP p. t.f3 ), however the trial court 

denied such motion granting Defendant another extension. (CP p. 

t/b) When there are no sanctions for bad conduct, it can not but 

encourage such conduct. This denial of Plaintiff's Motion has had 

the effect of allowing Defendant to disregard discovery with 

impunity, and has thus unfairly prejudiced Plaintiff's case. 

D. It was error for the trial court to grant 

Defendant's Motion to Dismiss 

Washington Civil Rule 12 sets out the deadlines for 

answering or filing a motion to dismiss, as well as the 

consequences for not timely raising the personal jurisdiction 

defense. Plaintiff's action was irreparably damaged when the trial 

court granted effectively indefinite extensions to a recalcitrant 

defendant, until they finally responded almost nine months after this 
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case was filed. And only then, when the trial court had made very 

clear that it would favor their motion for dismissal. The trial court 

appeared to solely favor the interests of Defendant, to the complete 

exclusion of Plaintiffs interests and efforts in this matter, and erred 

in granting such favoritism to a clearly uncooperative defendant, 

and a defendant with unclean hands. 

As the trial court gives no explanation for its reasoning in 

granting Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, Plaintiff can only speculate 

as to the weight given such aspects as the relevance of Boschetto 

v. Hansing, the impact of Defendant's practically exclusive use of e­

Bay as sales channel and its relation to Washington's 'long arm 

statute' and recent case law, as well as Defendant's apparently 

improper use of the trademarked CarMax name, and other case 

law cited by Plaintiff to demonstrate that the trial court has personal 

jurisdiction over Defendant. Plaintiff is perplexed with the apparent 

preference the trial court seems to have shown throughout this 

case for a disrespectful and willfully unresponsive defendant, over a 

plaintiff demonstrably wronged . 

But it does seem clear that the trial court ruled incorrectly at 

several critical junctures of this case, and in direct contravention to 
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timely noted statute and case law applicable to the issues at hand, 

ultimately and inexplicably destroying Plaintiff's rightful claim. The 

trial court erred in overruling RCW 4.28.185, as well as established 

case law supporting and clarifying it including Davis v. Opacki, 

Brown v. Garrett, Precision Laboratory Plastics v. Micro Test, Inc., 

Dedvukaj v. Maloney, Erwin v. Piscitello, and Aero Toy Store, LLC v. 

Grieves. (Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for 

Lack of Personal Jurisdiction , 112.4 - 2.7, CP p./Oj7t 

III. STATEMENT OF FACTS AND OF THE CASE 

A. First Action - Small Claims 

Plaintiff filed suit in King County District Court (Shoreline, 

WA) on September 17, 2012. On the day of the trial, Plaintiff 

learned that Defendant had responded to the court by email 

(without noticing Plaintiff), requesting that the court dismiss the 

case for lack of personal jurisdiction. Plaintiff was not allowed to 

offer any testimony or evidence and the case was dismissed. 
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B. Second Action - Superior Court 

1. Motion for Default 

Plaintiff then filed suit in King County Superior Court on 

December 14, 2012, requesting economic damages of $10,900, 

pre- and post-judgment interest, court costs, attorney fees, and 

treble damages under RCW 19.86.020 and RCW 19.86.090. 

Defendant was personally served notice by the Sheriff of 

Philadelphia on December 29, 2012.(Motion and Affidavit for Order 

of Default, Exhibit A, CP p. )"3 ) On January 24, 2013 a "Motion to 

Dismiss" was filed but not duly set, composed by Yuri Konfederat; 

Mr. Konfederat is not a party to the case nor an attorney licensed in 

Pennsylvania, Washington, or another state. Mr. Konfederat also 

failed to notice Plaintiff in any manner of this "Motion". On March 9, 

2013 Plaintiff filed his Motion and Affidavit for Order of Default (CP 

p. ~), requesting a finding that Defendant has failed to file a 

responsive pleading timely, and so there is no matter of fact or the 

law at issue remaining in this cause. 

On April 23, 2013 Plaintiff received in the mail, Judge 

Downing's Order Denying Motion for Default. (CP p. ZC) Plaintiffs 
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Motion for Default was denied as, although the trial court hadn't 

accepted for consideration Mr. Konfederat's "Motion to Dismiss", it 

did accept its contention that there may be lack of personal 

jurisdiction and this was the reasoning for denying Plaintiff's Motion 

for Default. 

2. Request for Admissions 

On May 3, 2013 Plaintiff filed his Request for Admissions 

Directed to Defendant (CP p. "G"2-) and properly served them on 

Defendant, who still at this time had not hired Washington counsel. 

This Request was received by Defendant on May 9, 2013.(Motion 
,s~ ~ w c.>oA.~· ...... u ........... ~""'IL~ \ 

to Deem Admitted, Exhibit A, CP p .. 1') t,\1:.r ~vl'f (,CJ.. , ........ .:t"~crs v·h,,J t.:..j ,..~ 

By June 14, 2013 no response was received from Defendant 

to Plaintiff's Request for Admissions, so Plaintiff filed his Motion to 

Deem Admitted (CP p.12J and properly served it on Defendant. 

In this, Plaintiff requested of the trial court that Requests for 

Admissions 1 through 19 be deemed admitted in full and 

conclusively, in accord with CR (36)a. Plaintiff also referred the trial 

court to case law on requests for admissions in sections 6: 13 et 

seq, supra of Washington Motions in Limine. 
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On July 2, 2013 Plaintiff received the trial court's Order on 

"Motion to Deem Admitted". (CP p. 3~) In it the trial court noted 

that Defendant had not yet appeared through counsel in this cause 

and "it is ultimately necessary that this be done".(Order on "Motion 

to Deem Admitted", 1[1 item (2), CP p. 3.1) And the trial court 

noted that Defendant had "previously opposed plaintiffs motion for 

default by raising an issue of personal jurisdiction, " effectively 

suggesting that a properly set motion be made. With this, the trial 

court gave Defendant a further 30 days to file a motion asserting 

lack of personal jurisdiction through Washington counsel. For good 

measure the trial court mailed this Order to both known addresses 

of Defendant (Order on "Motion to Deem Admitted", 1[2(d), CP p. 

") to{ ), and to Plaintiff. 

On July 8, 2013 Plaintiff filed his Notice for Deposition and 

Demand for Designation of Representative Deponent (CP p. ~$ ), 

scheduling a deposition for July 30, 2013 at 9:00am. 

3. Settlement Request 

On July 16, 2013 Plaintiff received a phone call from Mr 

Konfederat asking what would be needed to settle this. Plaintiff 
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responded that it would be exactly what is requested in the suit plus 

costs. Mr. Konfederat agreed to the amount and terms and stated 

that his attorney would forward settlement papers by overnight mail. 

When Plaintiff received such papers on July 19, 2013 (Appendix A), 

they turned out to simply be a general release. A release signed 

only by Plaintiff and not by Defendants. Plaintiff sent several phone 

text messages to Mr. Konfederat explaining that this must be 

agreed to by both parties and setting out what changes would need 

to be made, however no response was received from Mr. 

Konfederat from this point on . It now appears to Plaintiff that this 

settlement overture was merely an attempt to deceive Plaintiff into 

believing that this was a mutual and enforceable agreement. 

4. Second Motion to Deem Admitted and Motion for Relief for 

Corporate Party's Failure to Attend Deposition and Costs 

On July 30, Defendant failed to attend deposition or make 

any attempt to suggest other arrangements, causing Plaintiff out-of­

pocket costs, and so on August 2, 2013 Plaintiff filed his Motion for 

Relief. (CP p. 4-3) Further, by August 2, 2013 Plaintiff had not 

received any response to his Request for Admissions, and so filed 
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his Second Motion to Deem Admitted (CP p. ~9 under CR36, as 

directed by the trial court. 

On August 24,2013 Plaintiff received in the mail the trial 

court's Order on Second Motion to Deem Admitted and to Strike 

Defenses (CP p. ~:_kJ In it the Court acknowledges the frustration 

that Plaintiff must have owing to the unresponsiveness of 

Defendant, but then acknowledges as well the frustration 

Defendants must have. (Second Motion to Deem Admitted and to 

Strike Defenses, 111, CP p. lib) For Defendant's willful neglect 

and flouting the will of a court of a sister state and to defraud of one 

of its citizens, the trial court gave equal weight to their sorrows. The 

trial court then states in the Order: "On two prior occasions, this 

Court has hinted rather broadly that if the defendant properly 

brought a motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction, this 

would very likely be viewed favorably." (Second Motion to Deem 

Admitted and to Strike Defenses, 112, CP p. 'fb) The trial court 

had actually given Defendants three opportunities to respond (the 

first being denial of Plaintiff's Motion for Default), each of which was 

completely ignored by Defendants. And in this latest Order the trial 

court gave Defendant yet another 30 days to file a motion to 
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dismiss (Second Motion to Deem Admitted and to Strike Defenses, 

1{4, CP p. <:Ll.), making very clear that it would be granted, to the 

unfair disadvantage of Plaintiffs rightful claim. 

5. Defendant's Appearance and Motion to Dismiss 

In response to the trial court's multiple suggestions, 

Defendant finally hired Washington counsel who then filed a Notice 

of Appearance and a Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Personal 

Jurisdiction on August 28, 2013. (CP p. tt & p. S l ) Such Motion 

cites everything from the Fourteenth Amendment to several cases 

which have little or no true bearing on the issue at hand. In one 

passage, counsel states, "The transaction at issue is Defendant's 

one-time listing of the Vehicle for sale via an unrestricted general e­

Bay Internet auction." (Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 

Personal Jurisdiction, 1{1.2, CP p. $"~) As it would turn out, e-Bay 

is the primary and perhaps sole channel through which Defendant 

moves vehicles, as will be shown. 

Plaintiff responded to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss on 

September 23, 2013, with his Opposition to Defendant's Motion to 

Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction. (CP p. ~ 7) In it Plaintiff 
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notes Defendant's intransigence through most of the course of this 

action, and their refusal to acknowledge the trial court until the 

Court made absolutely clear that it would favor their position if put 

forth . (Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 

Personal Jurisdiction, 1l1 .2 - 1.3, CP p. "7) Given Defendant's 

unresponsiveness, Plaintiff requested of the trial court that 

Defendant's Motion be viewed skeptically. (Opposition to 

Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction, 1l 

1.5, CP p. , '5' ) 

Plaintiff then in his Opposition went on to address the 

substantive issues at hand, first that Defendant's Motion was 

untimely. Plaintiff described CR 12 and the circumstances under 

which certain defenses are waived, including lack of personal 

jurisdiction (Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 

Personal Jurisdiction, 1l2.1, CP p. b~ ), which applies to the instant 

case. Plaintiff described why Boschetto v. Hansing is incompatible 

with the application made by the defense, and how Boschetto 

actually supports Plaintiff's position. (Opposition to Defendant's 

Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction, 1l2.2, CP p. 

£9 -) 
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Plaintiff noted in this sworn Opposition that, in contrast with 

Defendant's claim that this was a "one-time listing" on the auction 

site e-Bay, Plaintiff found that the identity he had purchased the 

vehicle from, "carmaxbrokers", had 390 "feedbacks" from e-Bay 

users who had purchased items from "carmaxbrokers", and further 

that as of the date of the Opposition filing there were 413 

"feedbacks", every one of which seen by Plaintiff were written by 

purchasers who had bought a vehicle from "carmaxbrokers" on e­

Bay. This may be independently confirmed by checking the profile 

of "carmaxbrokers" on e-Bay. Therefore, Plaintiff demonstrated in 

his Opposition that, "Defendant is primarily, if not exclusively, an 

internet seller". (Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for 

Lack of Personal Jurisdiction, 112.2, CP p. b <t) 

Plaintiff went on to note that this "CarMax Brokers" bears no 

affiliation with the nationwide franchise "CarMax", and so it appears 

that this is an attempt by Defendant to use the good reputation of 

the national franchise to their advantage. Whereas the nationwide 

franchise does have car lots for local sale, Plaintiff was specifically 

told by Mr. Konfederat that their only facility is "a warehouse in New 

York". (Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 
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Personal Jurisdiction, 1l 2.2, CP p. re<i) 

By way of support for his position that the trial court does 

have personal jurisdiction, Plaintiff cited recent case law decided by 

the Washington Court of Appeals which deal with the exact legal 

issues of this cause, with facts that are very similar. These are 

Davis v. Opacki (Wash. Ct App Div 2 #41087-7-11, 5ep 2012), and 

Brown v. Garrett (Wash. Ct App Div 1 #68095-1-1), and Plaintiff 

described in detail their relevance to the issue at hand. (Opposition 

to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction, 
,0-71 

1l2.4 - 2.5, CP p. ~urther, Plaintiff cited Precision Laboratory 

Plastics v. Micro Test, Inc., 981 P.2d 454 (Wash. Ct. App. 1999) 

which "finds that a passive website that merely makes information 

available likely would not support jurisdiction, whereas a website 

that involves the exchange of information may support jurisdiction, 

depending upon the 'level of interactivity and commercial nature of 

the exchange of information'." (Opposition to Defendant's Motion to 

Dismiss for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction, 1l2.6, CP p. -r I) So, 

classified ad, versus actual bid and purchase. And Plaintiff further 

cited other cases relevant to the 'long arm statute' and personal 

jurisdiction for the trial court. 

Appellant's Brief Page 16 of 20 



This purchase and sale met the tests of the Washington 'long 

arm statute' as determined by recent case law. This is established 

first by whether e-Bay is just an informational, or an interactive 

site. As e-Bay allows more than just reading of information, and in 

fact it allows completing purchases, then it does meet that test. 

Second, Defendant does conduct most if not all of their sales on e-

Bay, as demonstrated by their 'feedback' on that site and by 

Defendant's statement that otherwise they only operate a 

warehouse. And third, apparent fraud was committed. Plaintiff has 

diligently endeavored to prove these facts unequivocally but has 

had failure of discovery. 

Counsel for Defendants responded with a Reply which 

simply claimed that Plaintiff's Opposition was not filed timely. (CP p. 

Plaintiff then filed a Response which pointed out that the 

opposing party to a motion to dismiss must receive 28 days' notice, 

and that when such notice is served by mail that 3 days must be 

added, under Court Rules. (Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's 

Reply in Support of Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, 1{2.1, CP p. 

fo) And that even not considering this, Plaintiff had received only 

26 days notice, and if the day of the hearing is counted, 27 days, 
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either of which which is clearly insufficient under Court Rules. 

Plaintiff noted further that counsel for Defendant had not certified 

when or how she had served their Reply. (Plaintiffs Response to 

Defendant's Reply in Support of Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, 11 

2.2 - 2.4, CP p. 15) And Plaintiff pointed out that if by some 

mathematical technique his Opposition had been filed a day or two 

late, that that would in no way prejudice Defendant's position. That 

Defendant's counsel is an experienced litigator, and yet obviously 

gave insufficient notice of the hearing. 

On October 4,2013 Plaintiff received in the mail the trial 

court's Order Granting Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 

Personal Jurisdiction, which simply dismissed the case with 

prejudice. No exploration of the issues raised by Plaintiff were 

noted, nor legal justification made. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

The mechanism of the law is critical to its function, and when 

this is overridden or bypassed it undermines what it means to make 

contract, and confidence of the public in a predictable business 

environment. 

This case is about not only the function of law and its relation 

to and effect on business transactions though, it is also about right 

and wrong. Is it right that a used car dealer is enabled to defraud 

and deny a resident of a sister state by virtue of location? If 

allowed, what effect will this have when it becomes known generally 

by used car dealers that they have effective immunity as long as 

they sell to citizens of other states? This transaction wasn't for a 

pack of gum or pencils. This was a significant purchase by Plaintiff, 

of a vehicle which proved significantly defective almost immediately 

after the sale, which can not be used for its intended purpose, 

proximately caused by the conduct of Defendants in intentionally 

obscuring material and significant defects. 

Plaintiff respectfully requests that this honorable Court order 

the trial court to grant default judgment to Plaintiff. In the 

alternative, Plaintiff requests that this Court overturn the findings of 
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the trial court at each critical juncture, by reversing the case 

dismissal, and ordering the trial court to grant Plaintiffs Motion to 

Deem Admitted and Plaintiffs Motion for Relief. 

VERIFICATION 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State 

of Washington that all statements in the foregoing Appellant's Brief 

are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

A true and correct copy of this Motion has been forwarded 

this day to Defendants' counsel, Wendy E. Lyon, Riddell-Williams, 

1001 4th Ave #4500, Seattle WA. 

Dated : 3 February, 2014 

Appellant's Brief 

C. Cook 
14912 Northpark Ave N 
Seattle, WA 98133 
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TO ALL TO WHOM THES£ PRESTlNTSSHALl COME: OR MAY CONCERN. KNOW THAT, 

WHEJUtASt Mc Carl Cook is .an individual residing at 14911 N. Park Ave, N" ShoreliM. WA 9-ln13 
(lwailn,rfter the ~RE:U1A~ "j; 

WHJl;fU<:'AS: Adv<mced. Atljh Brokers, LLC. d/b!aCurMax B~s h. a New York Limited Liability Company 
locatetlat i I M Ede Blvd, West, Syr:aC!lSC, NY 1,1204 (hereinafter the ~RElEA.sEE~}; 

WfURREAS: on or abom Mm;h 19,2012. tile-RELEASOR purchawci from the RELBASEE a 2007 Grand 
C'he~a, Vm Nt); UIK'R4g!<{{)7CM53fH. (!1eroiMfterthe "Vehicle"" which Vehicle WitS subsequentlY the iuhji.'ct ofa 
lawliuk filed by die RELEASOR ~ai«$I. the RfSlEASEE, 00 or aoout ~emlx:r 14, ::w fL, in the SUj)¢fior Coort of the 
State of W\lShingtonf'or KIng Cotlnty,titled,C.Cook, F'1a!~ vs, A;;hi~ Auto Brokers, LLC, dbli Cmnax Brokers. 
Def~dll(lJ; No;: 12<2·39123-6 SEA; 1:100, WilIinmL bowling (OOremafter tM "Action"); 

I, The RELEASOR-shaH mmsfer the owllmhip411('voT tille f:or the Veni,,!;: II:! the RElEASEE. aIld dml! 
pr(Jd~We-fh¢ Vehide to the RELEASEE :at a mutually agreeiID!e time ~ place for nn$port :of the Vel1kkby the 
RELEASf:E to it plate of lis chOOsing. 

:t . .. The lUiI"liASOft shall ~ aIlt:l fik: witn tne COurt aStipuh:ltioupf Dis<;()utimJance with Prejudice in 
the AlitiM.and pt(llhptty f1tiJvide dUed cOM! oftil¢ srun¢ mille RELEAS£E. 

3, TtlcRELPASORatld RE'UtASEEagreeto mutual!y coOPerate and. comrrumlcate wititooe atl~ with 
regard tttcompleting me terms of tius Genera! RelclaSe, 

4, . !ncxc¥nge foran(i~iMofthe~()i!'lg. the .IU-),J;;ASEE shall pay to the RELEASORihesum 
o(TetiThoosaad Nine Hundred Dt»1ars: ($ [l},900.00). wIlicil sum iii currerttly being hckUrt esct1,)w by the ntromejls forthe 
RElJ3A$eE. 

~'. In hlnner CM$idemtiM of me fu~g{ll~, theREL!'tA$OR, llP<l11~ipt of al! funds as Set fort!J4u this 
G~ ~$€. frflmthe:REU:ASEE,,~ andd~ges the !U?l£ASEE, fneRELBASElS'Sileirs, eXchl\Of$, 
adm~t1l, S:U~ aM \l$S;~,~J:Ct!t1f; ttntl ct'i\pioy.ees from all actions, CfWseli of l\Ctioo, suits, .dehts, dues, stlms of 
mMey,~~~ mtkQuing, bomk, bUb. s~iattm, mvcnauts,COl1tracts, oontroverms, agruaments, promi~s,variarv:;Cl4 
trespaSS4S,dnn\~es, ju.ents, . extents, . exe<:qtioltl!. dairm, Aliddoowtds:Wh~vcr,il! law,. Admlmity ot~uity, which 
ngninSttfi¢RELEASEE, thelU~LEASOI't, Rm£ASOR'S heirs, ~~n" Mminllitratm'>, st\~:wi'smu:! \lSa\gn:lever lmd, 
oowlJavc.or nereatJer shaH Qf IYllty,havefut; U~t, orhy reason.i:If ltl1:rm~l\ cause or t!:ring wh!ltSOCvet frornlhe 
begitmm€? 4ftil¢ w~{d ttt medllj'0f the dll(e' of thiS !U::LEAS'EM()f<: panku!ar!y,trom ally and aU daims thllt were 
l,m,:ml;;htii);!'~!d have 11e(ID brought (or any aM a!! known and lUUmUW\l., fOfI:tS¢ef! and l.mf9resoon damages arising (Jut of 
tbeAitklrt: 

l1te words "Rr:LEASOR" and. "REf.J\ASf!JS~ inclutk all reiea.<;orsruu:hll t~ ~r this RELEASE, This 
RELEA$E!ru.tYnotbe di~Odoflll1y, . 

In· Witm,'~.whIltI'Wf, the RELBASOR has heretlllto set RELEASOR'S hand and seal 00 the day of 
... __ ,;.~"._", ..... ,:ro!3. --~. 

State O( Wll~hingtoo ) 
(,'~nty(}fKfng ) ss 

On 1hiJl_. _ diay ef, •• , ____ -", 2013. befDre me, the undeffigtled, persooaHy ~re<i Carl Co~!( personaUy kn~wn 
in me ··or· proved to me tll1 .the blls!s of :sati3factol'y evidence tn be the individunl Whose name is subscribed to the within 
!nstromema!ld admowlcdged !Q me tbat he cxetUle<i the i4ll1e ill bis capacity, and that by his signature Oil the inslrumcm, 
the}n<lWi.{fua!. or llieper$ml ~} behalfof whk'h the individual acted, executed the instrunwm, 


